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Response to Comment P3-25
See Master Responses on Biology Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy and Other Relationship Between the Proposed
Project and Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment P3-26
See Master Responses on Biology Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy and Air Quality Salton Sea Air Quality
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment P3-27
See Master Responses on Biology Approach to Salton Sea Habitat
Conservation Strategy and Other Relationship Between the Proposed
Project and Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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Response to Comment P3-28
Refer to the Master Response on Socioeconomics Crop Type
Assumptions for Socioeconomic Analysis of Fallowing in Section 3 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment P3-29
Approach 1 of the Salton Sea Conservation Strategy in the Draft HCP,
which included stocking fish into the Salton Sea and subsequently into
constructed ponds, has been eliminated from consideration.
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Response to Comment P3-30
The commenter indicates that the Draft EIR/EIS understates the
economic stimulation that the Project will provide. The socioeconomic
impact estimates presented in the Draft EIR/EIS are based on generally
accepted practices in the Imperial Valley. Consistent with the
methodology used throughout the impact analyses in the Draft EIR/EIS,
a conservative approach to the selection of modeling assumptions was
followed; thus, the modeling assumptions tend to understate potential
beneficial effects and overstate potential adverse effects.

Response to Comment P3-31
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment P3-32
Refer to the response to Comment P3-30.

Response to Comment P3-33
The details of the conservation program are not available at this time
(refer to response to Comment P3-3). The socioeconomic impact
analysis uses the installation of pumpback tailwater recovery systems
as a representative on-farm irrigation system improvement for the
purposes of estimating impacts to the regional economy. Planning level
estimates for the additional labor costs required to operate the IID water
delivery system improvements are included in the impact assessment
presented in the Socioeconomics section of the Draft EIR/EIS (Section
3.14).

The Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that on-farm or water delivery system
conservation measures will generate economic activity and that
fallowing will have adverse socioeconomic effects. It is also
acknowledged that fallowing will not result in irrigation efficiencies;
however, it is appropriate to consider fallowing in the Draft EIR/EIS
because it would reduce the impacts of the Project on the Salton Sea
and adjacent habitat areas.
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Response to Comment P3-34
Comment noted.
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Response to Comment P3-35
Refer to response to Comment P3-30.

Response to Comment P3-36
The sentence containing the reference to a $495 per AF cost in
Appendix G has been corrected. This change is indicated in this Final
EIR/EIS in subsection Appendix G in Section 4.2, Text Revisions. The
correct costs were used in the analysis calculations presented in the
Draft EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment P3-37
The per acre value of production for hay and pasture of $444 used in
the analysis represents the weighted average value of irrigated pasture
in addition to the crops mentioned by the commenter. The individual
crop acreage and value of production information used to calculate this
value is derived from Imperial County Agricultural Commissioner's data
for the years 1987 to 1999. The table below presents the crops included
in each of the IMPLAN crop categories used in the analysis along with
the assumed crop acreage, crop specific average value of production,
and the IMPLAN category weighted average value of production.
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Response to Comment P3-37 continued: IMPLAN Sector County Agricultural Commissioner Data
Crop Name Avg. Harvested Acreage Avg. Annual Value of ProductionAvg. Annual Value of ProductionWeighted Avg. Annual

                                                                                (1987 to 1998)                         (1987 to 1998)                                         ($ per Acre)                                  Value of Production ($ per Acre)
Cotton(1) Cottonseed 10,597 1,450,583 137 1,003

Cotton Lint Unspecified 11,727 10,157,833 866
Food Grain Corn Grain 372 126,000 339 425

Barley Unspecified 484 100,000 207
Wheat Seed 2,555 1,073,333 420
Field Crops Seed Misc. 7,421 4,667,750 629
Field Crops Unspecified 16,229 5,989,250 369
Wheat All 71,208 29,809,333 419

Grass Seed Seed Bermuda Grass 18,119 12,735,416 703 638
Seed Alfalfa 13,481 7,421,083 550

Hay and Pasture Pasture Forage Misc. 17,691 688,500 39 444
Hay Other Unspecified 28,344 11,804,000 416
Hay Sudan 65,076 34,320,636 527
Pasture Irrigated 145,878 7,082,083 49
Hay Alfalfa 182,851 140,710,916 770

Sugar Beets Sugar Beets 34,886 42,789,000 1,227 1,227
Vegetables Squash 315 907,000 2,879 3,400

Melons Unspecified 730 1,475,833 2,021
Tomatoes Fresh Market 925 7,155,000 7,735
Cabbage Head 985 2,711,833 2,752
Salad Greens Nec. 1,109 6,005,000 5,415
Melons Honeydew 1,946 5,458,083 2,805
Potatoes Irish All 2,454 10,149,000 4,136
Melons Watermelon 3,037 7,682,750 2,530
Seed Veg & Vinecrop 3,169 8,098,583 2,555
Tomatoes Processing 4,000 7,002,666 1,751
Corn Sweet All 4,428 9,646,571 2,179
Asparagus Unspecified 4,882 22,790,583 4,669
Lettuce Leaf 5,525 29,467,181 5,333
Cauliflower Unspecified 5,640 15,064,000 2,671
Vegetables Unspecified 5,648 19,251,500 3,409
Cauliflower Fresh Market 5,776 18,889,181 3,270
Tomatoes Unspecified 6,753 37,094,000 5,493
Broccoli Unspecified 7,874 19,672,000 2,498
Broccoli Fresh Market 8,393 25,832,000 3,078
Carrots Processing 9,686 11,398,285 1,177
Onions 10,230 29,656,000 2,899
Carrots Fresh Market 11,292 52,691,666 4,666
CARROTS UNSPECIFIED 13,226 72,729,333 5,499
MELONS CANTALOUPE 21,529 52,668,750 2,446
LETTUCE HEAD 27,475 94,449,916 3,438
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Note: (1) The value of production used for cotton is not a weighted average but the sum of cottonseed and cotton lint.

Response to Comment P3-38
The IID Board will consider whether to implement socioeconomic mitigation measures when it considers whether to approve the Proposed Project or an alternative to the Proposed
Project.
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Response to Comment P3-39
Comment noted.

Response to Comment P3-40
Refer to the Master Response on Other Relationship Between the
Proposed Project and the Salton Sea Restoration Project in Section 3
of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment P3-41
Comment noted.
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